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Abstract. Generalizing deepfake detection to unseen manipulations remains a key challenge. A recent ap-
proach to tackle this issue is to train a network with pristine face images that have been manipulated with
hand-crafted artifacts to extract more generalizable clues. While effective for static images, extending this to
the video domain is an open issue. Existing methods model temporal artifacts as frame-to-frame instabili-
ties, overlooking a key vulnerability: the violation of natural motion dependencies between different facial re-
gions. In this paper, we propose a synthetic video generation method that creates training data with subtle kine-
matic inconsistencies. We train an autoencoder to decompose facial landmark configurations into motion bases.
By manipulating these bases, we selectively break the natural correlations in facial movements and introduce
these artifacts into pristine videos via face morphing. A network trained on our data learns to spot these so-
phisticated biomechanical flaws, achieving state-of-the-art generalization results on several popular benchmarks.

1 Introduction

Deepfakes refer to audiovisual media of human subjects
whose content has been manipulated or entirely generated
by artificial methods. Although these techniques are use-
ful in scenarios such as filmmaking or social media appli-
cations, they can also be exploited for malicious purposes,
including spreading misinformation and identity theft.

Consequently, as deepfake generation methods grow in
sophistication, so does the need for advanced detection sys-
tems that can reliably identify manipulated media, partic-
ularly from unseen generation methods. A successful ap-
proach to improve generalization is the use of pseudo-fake
generation techniques [ 1, 4, 16, 17,23, 29,33, 39], in which
fake samples are generated from pristine data to train a pre-
dictive model. This allows for a higher controllability of
the data presented to the model, including samples that are
very similar to their pristine counterparts, which forces the
network to extract more informative representations to dis-
tinguish between real and manipulated faces.

Present pseudo-fake deepfake detection approaches
mainly focus on detecting spatial artifacts such as blending
boundaries and texture inconsistencies [ 17, 29] and tempo-
ral artifacts associated with the digital fingerprint of dif-
ferent video sources [33] and the flicker or drift of individ-
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ual facial features over time [, 23, 39]. However, they do
not investigate the violation of natural motion dependen-
cies between different facial parts. For example, the fake in
Fig. 1 would go unnoticed since there is no temporal drift,
but a very subtle uncorrelation between the movement of
the eyebrow and the eyelid. We argue that modern deepfake
generation methods are progressively introducing less obvi-
ous temporal artifacts, and present pseudo-fake approaches
could be rendered insufficient.

Real human faces are not collections of independent
parts; they are complex systems governed by an underlying
musculature and skeletal structure. The movement of one
part is biomechanically linked to that of others, creating a
set of natural correlated motion patterns. Deepfake models,
especially those that might learn to render different facial
parts in a semi-independent manner, can fail to reproduce
these complex correlations. This results in motions with-
out temporal artifacts that look plausible in isolation but are
subtly wrong in their relationship to each other.

Hence, in this paper, we propose a new data-driven
methodology to synthesize subtle temporal artifacts. Our
approach is built on a novel generative model of facial kine-
matics, which we use within a flexible synthesis framework
to create a diverse range of subtle motion inconsistencies.
This allows us to train detectors that are more sensitive to
the sophisticated forgeries produced by modern deepfake
models.
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Figure 1. Example of temporal artifacts introduced by a deepfake
generation method [30]. It fails to accurately replicate the correla-
tion between eyebrow and eyelid movements observed during eye
closure in the original video.

In summary, our contributions can be listed as follows:

1. A data-driven generator for facial motion artifacts. We
propose a generative model, based on an autoencoder ar-
chitecture, that learns a structured representation of fa-
cial kinematics.

2. A flexible synthesis pipeline for non-rigid temporal
forgery. We introduce a synthesis process that adapts
established face warping techniques for a new purpose:
applying targeted, non-rigid temporal artifacts driven by
our learned motion generator. This approach goes be-
yond previous methods that have focused on more holis-
tic, face-wide transformations, allowing for a new level
of detail and realism in the synthesized artifacts.

3. A new state-of-the-art in generalizable deepfake video
detection. We empirically demonstrate that a hybrid
training strategy, combining existing spatial pseudo-
fakes with our proposed temporal artifacts outperforms
previous approaches on multiple leading benchmarks.

2 Related work

Deepfake detection. Early works in deepfake detection fo-
cused on extracting image-level clues, either in the RGB
space [27] or in the frequency space [25], but do not gener-
alize well to unseen manipulation techniques. Some meth-
ods expanded to video inputs to take advantage of more
informative spatiotemporal features [5, |1, 33, 34, 41].
Moreover, since spatial artifacts usually dominate deepfake
videos, it is not easy for the model to correctly learn to iden-
tify temporal clues [41]. To improve generalization towards
different deepfake generation methods, many works lever-
age techniques such as contrastive learning [10, 16], atten-

tion mechanisms [ 14, 40] or self-supervision [4, 11].

Recent approaches focus on adapting large foundational
models for the deepfake detection task [ 1, 12, 19, 28, 38, 39]
and the usage of multi-task frameworks that include auxil-
iary tasks related to deepfake detection [3, 5, 23]. However,
generalization to unseen manipulation methods requires not
only an appropriate model architecture, but most impor-
tantly, the correct data to train the network, as it is crucial
for the model to be guided toward extracting the most rele-
vant features. Thus, we propose a new framework to gener-
ate synthetic videos that is independent of any model archi-
tecture and can be combined with existing solutions.

Pseudo-fake generation. A popular approach to improve
generalization is to leverage a data augmentation technique
termed pseudo-fake generation, where manipulated exam-
ples are generated from pristine data as the model trains.
By training with real samples slightly modified with arti-
facts common to most deepfake generation methods, we can
guide the network to extract more general features and avoid
overfitting to specific clues introduced by particular deep-
fake generation methods, which yields better generalization
results.

The first pseudo-fake generation methods simulated face
swap by blending two images of the same subject in dif-
ferent scenarios [17], and this was later improved by using
two slightly different copies of the same image (SBI) [29].
These methods work well for detecting face swap—style
manipulations, but underperform when exposed to other
forgery types, such as face reenactment, or methods that
leave less obvious blending traces (see Tab. 2).

This has motivated subsequent research to explore the
generalization of this idea to video sequences [, 23, 33,
39]. Altfreezing [33] performs clip-level blending (CBI),
where faces in two video clips are blended frame-by-
frame. FakeSTormer [23] and DeepShield [ 1] apply the SBI
pipeline jointly to all frames in a video clip. VB [39] ap-
plies global affine transformations localized to inner facial
regions, and constructs a sequence of independently manip-
ulated frames. However, in CBI [33], substantial unrealistic
artifacts can be introduced if the motion portrayed in the
two clips differs greatly. In the case of [, 23, 39], the com-
plex nature of correlated movements between facial regions
is not considered, as this is approximated by a simple face-
wide blending procedure. It is also important to note that
temporal artifacts in deepfake videos include not only ex-
tra movements not present in the original sequence, but also
the lack of correlation between the motion of different facial
components, as shown in Fig. 1. Hence, we propose to gen-
erate temporal artifacts following a data-driven approach,
as these inconsistencies cannot be modeled with analytical
approximations.
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Figure 2. Overview of our method. We leverage a pretrained Land-
mark Perturbation Network (LPN) that is able to introduce sub-
tle temporal artifacts to landmark sequences extracted from real
videos. We then introduce these artifacts to the original frames by
modulating facial regions to match the movement of the manip-
ulated landmark sequence. The resulting frames contain generic
temporal clues that can be used to train deepfake video detection
models.

3 Method

Fig. 2 shows an overview of our pseudo-fake generation
framework, called Kinematic Model for facial motion In-
consistencies (KiMol). First, we extract landmark anno-
tations from a frame sequence and leverage a pretrained
Landmark Perturbation Network (LPN) to introduce realis-
tic temporal artifacts to the landmark sequence. This yields
a new sequence that closely resembles the original, but with
added subtle differences. Then, we apply a face morphing
pipeline to distort facial regions in the original frames to
follow the movement portrayed in the reconstructed land-
marks, resulting in a pseudo-fake video containing tempo-
ral artifacts. In the following sections, we explain in more
detail the various parts of our method.

3.1 Problem formulation

We aim to generate pseudo-fake videos by introducing sub-
tle temporal artifacts to pristine frames sequences. To
do so, we first simplify the definition of facial movement
to a sequence of Ny,4 sparse facial landmarks [9], L €
RT*Nmax2 where T is the number of frames in a video
clip. We define the facial movement portrayed in the se-
quence, 0L € R(T—1xNnix2 aq the difference between
landmark coordinates in consecutive frames:

SL={Lt — L} )

Therefore, given two aligned landmark sequences, Lp
and L, portraying the same scene in real and fake videos,

respectively, we can calculate the temporal artifacts intro-
duced by a manipulation method as:

Ay =0Lp —Lpg. 2)

Since facial movements involve an extraordinarily com-
plex interaction among different muscles and organs, we hy-
pothesize that A; cannot be accurately approximated by an-
alytical means, such as global affine transformations, espe-
cially considering the rapid development of deepfake gen-
eration techniques that may account for temporal consis-
tency. This is also shown in Fig. 5a, which depicts the com-
plex correlation between the landmarks in A; in a deep-
fake dataset [13]. Therefore, we propose to approximate
these temporal artifacts with a neural network, fy(-), as
Ay =~ §fg(Lr) — 0Lg in a data-driven approach.

3.2 Landmark Perturbation Network

To simulate the temporal artifacts found in deepfake videos,
we take advantage of a neural network fy(-) trained to
reconstruct landmark sequences (see Fig. 3). Building
upon prior methods that utilize face-wide blending opera-
tions [1, 23, 33, 39], our work introduces a more flexible
approach. We focus on generating a diverse set of local-
ized and non-rigid transformations to provide a richer set of
training clues. For this, the network is trained to decompose
facial landmark configurations into a series of k learnable
deformation bases B € R¥*4 where d is the size of the
latent space. The encoder &£ takes the input landmark se-
quence L € RT*Nmax2 and outputs a matrix W € RT*k,
Each row in W contains the weights for all deformation
bases that better approximate the input landmark configura-
tion for a particular time step. The input of the decoder D,
xp € RT*? is the weighted sum of all deformation bases
for each time step xp = WDB. The decoder then recon-
structs the original sequence relying only on this weighted
sum of deformation bases.

In practice, we implement fy(-) as a transformer net-
work [31], due to its superior performance on time series
tasks. Landmark coordinates for each time step are pro-
jected into tokens xg € RT*4 and a masked attention
mechanism is used to improve the temporal consistency of
the output sequence.

The reconstruction loss is defined as the squared eu-
clidean distance between the input L and reconstructed
L=f (L) landmark sequences:
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where )\; denotes the weight of the j-th facial landmark in
the loss calculation. We assign a higher weight value to
non-rigid facial regions (i.e., eyes and mouth).
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Figure 3. Overview of the Landmark Perturbation Network. The encoder £ generates a list of weights (W) for each time step, and the
decoder D reconstructs the input sequence from a weighted sum of k learnable deformation bases (B). In inference time, we generate
temporal artifacts by randomly selecting a column in W and adding subtle Gaussian noise to the predicted weights. Since each deformation
basis is responsible for different components in the reconstruction of the face, our approach lets us generate a diverse set of semantically

meaningful artifacts.

Since the landmark configuration between consecutive
time steps in real videos does not change significantly, we
want the weights predicted by the encoder to also reflect
this fact. For this, we add a regularization term to the loss
function to minimize the distance between weights for con-
secutive time steps:
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The final loss function is the weighted sum of both com-
ponents: £ = Lyec + Areg - Lyeg, Where A is the weight
of the regularization term. For our experiments, we set
Areg = 0.01.

We use the CelebV-HQ dataset [42] to train the network,
where we extract landmark annotations with the SPIGA de-
tector [24], for a total of 34, 060 landmark sequences. Once
trained, we can generate a wide variety of temporal artifacts
by introducing subtle noise to the weights predicted by the
encoder for a particular deformation basis. For this, we ran-
domly choose one column in W following a uniform dis-
tribution U {1, ..., k}, and add Gaussian noise A (0,o?),
sampled independently for each time step, to the values of
the chosen column. This procedure introduces slight varia-
tions to a particular deformation basis, which modifies one
aspect of the reconstructed face in the temporal direction
(see Fig. 4). It is possible to generate more subtle or promi-
nent artifacts by adjusting the noise variance o2.

Furthermore, as shown in Fig. 2, we also perform a ran-
dom sampling of face components to generate manipulated
sequences. First, we sample a random number of face re-
gions from the inner part of the face (i.e., eyebrows, eyes,
nose, mouth), and only modify the landmarks from the se-
lected regions, keeping the rest the same as the original se-
quence. This procedure is independent of the perturbations
generated by the network and further improves the variety
of samples generated by our method.

Algorithm 1 Face morphing algorithm.

Require: Source frames I, source landmarks L, target
landmarks L, Delaunay triangulation F

I <— I
fori=1,...,T do
forallfefdo
— {Li() 1 j e f}
Xt%{[/l jef}

I} +— Aﬂine([ﬁ,xs,xt)

My «— MaskEztraction(x:)

B I«— Lo - M)+ 15 © My
return /,

R A A R e

Guided sampling of training data. We have observed that,
to effectively train the network to model rapid movements
(e.g., blinks, quick mouth movements, etc.), we must pay
special attention to the sampling procedure of training data.
Since the temporal window of this type of movements is
very small, if we naively sample random clips of length T’
from landmark sequences following a uniform distribution,
the network may be prone to ignore these movements, as
they are statistically rare. To solve this, for each sequence,
we sample clips following a Gaussian distribution centered
around the time step ¢ with the largest non-rigid movements:
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)||1, such that J = {eyes, mouth}.

3.3 Face morphing

After obtaining a sequence of landmarks generated by the
LPN, our next goal is to introduce the underlying tempo-
ral artifacts into the video frames. To do so, we leverage
a face morphing algorithm that modulates facial regions to
match their corresponding positions in the target landmark
sequence (see Algorithm 1).



In particular, the input consists of a sequence of source
frames I, € RIT*XHXWxC ' source landmarks L, €
RT*Nwax2 and target landmarks L, € RT*Nma*2 and the
output is the modified frame sequence I, € RT*HxWxC,
initially set as a copy of Is. Since the target land-
mark sequence L; is generated per-landmark, we perform
triangulation-based morphing, in a manner similar to Active
Appearance Models [6]. This requires a common definition
of N, triangles obtained with a Delaunay triangulation
F o= {(lamvn)g|lvm>n€N7]—§lvmyn§Nlnd ;V;nl,
which contains landmark index triplets.

Then, for each frame in the sequence and each index
triplet f € F, we first calculate the affine transformation
that converts the pixel coordinates of the triangle defined in
the source landmarks, x, € R3*2, to its corresponding tri-
angle in the target landmarks, x; € R3*2, and apply this
transformation to the input frame:

It = Affine(IL, %, %), (6)

where I is the i-th frame in I, and x = {L%,(j) | j € f},
a € {s,t}. Finally, we generate a blending mask M de-
fined by the coordinates of the target triangle x; from the
landmark indices in f, and update the target frame with a
blending operation:

L=Lol-Y M)+ (I;oM). )
fer fer

Algorithm 1 computes Eq. 7 but updates I} with each
triangle f iteratively.

The final frame sequence I; contains temporal artifacts
introduced by the LPN, which are complementary to the
spatial artifacts introduced by SBI [29], when uniformly ap-
plied to all frames in a video clip with the same parameters
(i.e., > l|A¢|ls = 0, as per Eq. 2). For this reason, we can
combine the two pseudo-fake generation techniques to train
a network to learn both spatial and temporal clues. Further-
more, training the network with samples containing pure
spatial or temporal artifacts (as opposed to mixing the two
categories in the same video clip), alleviates the complex-
ity imbalance of temporal clues during training [33, 41], as
spatial clues generated by face swap are usually more dom-
inant in deepfake videos, and the network tends to ignore
the more complex temporal clues.

4 Experiments

Datasets. Following the standard practice in the literature,
we use FaceForensics++ (FF++) [27] as the training dataset.
It consists of 1,000 real and 4,000 fake videos constructed
using 4 manipulation methods. Similar to [16, 17, 23, 29],
we discard the original fake videos and use only pseudo-
fake samples to train the network. The dataset provides 3

compression quality settings: raw, light compression (c23)
and heavy compression (c40). As established by the litera-
ture, we employ the c¢23 subset, also denoted as HQ (high-
quality) on other papers.

For cross-dataset evaluation, we use 5 datasets: Celeb-
DFv2 (CDF) [18] (518 test videos), DFD [26] (3,431
test videos), DFDCP [8] (780 test videos), WildDeep-
Fake (WDF) [43] (806 test videos) and DeeperForensics-1.0
(DFo) [13] (280 test videos). For further comparison, we
also employ the recently released DF40 dataset [37], which
contains videos from the test subset of FF++ manipulated
with state-of-the-art (SOTA) deepfake generation methods.
Following [23], we use the BlendFace, FSGAN and Mo-
bileSwap subsets.

Evaluation metrics. To compare our method with other
SOTA deepfake detectors, we report video-level Area Un-
der the Receiver-operating Characteristic Curve (AUC), by
averaging the predictions of the network over all non-
overlapping clips in a video sequence. We also provide
Equal Error Rate (EER) metrics in Tab. 5 for further un-
derstanding of our results.

Implementation details. We use RetinaFace [7] to extract
bounding boxes and SPIGA [24] for N;,q = 68 landmark
annotations. We also align the center of the bounding box
with the tip of the nose for each frame. As the deepfake
detection network, we fine-tune a pretrained MARLIN en-
coder [2], adding an extra classification token for the deep-
fake detection task. The network receives sequences of T' =
16 consecutive 224 x 224 x 3 frames and outputs classifi-
cation logits, which are compared to the ground-truth labels
with a binary cross-entropy loss function. We follow [29]
to construct batches containing real and pseudo-fake sam-
ples, but randomly choose either spatial or temporal pseudo-
fakes for each sample. The data augmentation pipeline in-
cludes clip-level horizontal flip, chromatic manipulations,
gaussian blur, JPEG compression, pixel dropout, affine
transformations and random cropping. We use Adam op-
timization [15] to train the network for around 300 epochs
with a maximum learning rate of 7 - 1075 and a cosine
annealing scheduler with linear warm-up for the first 30
epochs. We select the model checkpoint with the lowest
average loss on the validation subset of FF++, consisting of
real videos and the same pseudo-fake generation methods
used in the train subset. For LPN, we set ¢ = 0.007 as
the standard deviation of the Gaussian noise, and k& = 64
deformation bases.

4.1 Cross-dataset evaluation

Tab. 1 shows a comparison of our approach with other
SOTA deepfake detection methods. Our results correspond
to a ViT-L MARLIN encoder trained with a combination of
spatial and our proposed temporal pseudo-fakes. As we can



Table 1. Comparison with SOTA methods in terms of video-level AUC (%). “Pristine only” refers to methods that train exclusively with
pseudo-fakes. Results marked with { are computed by us with inference code and model weights provided by the authors. Otherwise,

results are cited from [5, 38,
checkpoint during training.

] or from their original papers. Methods marked with * employ test-time data to select the best model

Method Pristine only Cross-dataset DF40

CDF DFD DFDCP WDF DFo Avg. BlendFace =~ FSGAN  MobileSwap Avg.
F3Net [25] X 78.90 84.40 74.90 72.80 73.00 76.80 80.80 84.50 86.70 84.00
SPSL [21] X 79.90 87.10 77.00 70.20 72.30 77.30 74.80 81.20 88.50 81.50
RECCE [3] X 82.30 89.10 73.40 75.60 78.40 79.76 83.20 94.90 92.50 90.20
SLADD [4] X 83.70 90.40 75.60 69.00 80.00 79.74 88.20 94.30 95.40 92.63
UCF [35] X 83.70 86.70 77.00 77.40 80.80 81.12 82.70 93.70 95.00 90.47
SRM [22] X 84.00 88.50 72.80 70.20 72.20 77.54 70.40 77.20 77.90 75.17
Altfreezing [33] X 89.50 98.50 70.91 59.58 99.30 83.56 95.10 95.80 85.10 92.00
SFA [5] X 89.52 86.74 80.58 73.70 1 99.24 85.96 - - - -
PTF [14] X 89.70 97.30 - - 99.40 - - - - -
LSDA [36] * X 89.80 95.60 81.20 75.60 89.20 86.28 87.50 93.90 93.00 91.47
FSFM [32] X 91.44 - 89.71 86.96 - - - - - -
FakeRadar [19] X 91.70 96.20 88.50 - - - - - - -
CDFA [20] X 93.80 95.40 88.10 79.60 97.30 90.84 75.60 94.20 82.30 84.03
FCG[12] X 95.00 93.00 86.59 t 87.20 99.60 92.28 - - - -
Effort [38] * X 95.60 96.50 90.90 84.80 97.70 93.10 87.30 95.70 95.30 92.77
SeeABLE [10] v 87.30 - 86.30 - - - - - - -
DeepShield [ 1] v 92.20 96.10 93.20 - - - - - - -
FakeSTormer [23] v 92.80 98.60 90.20 75.30 - - 91.10 96.40 95.00 94.17
SBI (c23) [29] v 92.87 98.16 85.51 73.56 84.36 86.90 89.10 80.30 95.20 88.20
VB [39] * v 94.70 96.50 90.90 84.80 99.10 93.20 90.60 96.40 94.60 93.87
KiMol (ours) v 94.74 97.04 93.89 83.52 98.47 93.53 98.06 98.05 96.86 97.66

see, our method achieves the highest average AUC, and sets Table 2. Video-level AUC (%) obtained with different com-

anew SOTA result on DFDCP. On DF40, we achieve SOTA
results on all subsets, yielding an average improvement of
more than 3 points and demonstrating the generalization
capabilities of our approach to a diverse range of SOTA
deepfake generation techniques. The lowest AUC result
for our model corresponds to the WDF dataset [43]. Note
that this dataset provides pre-processed face crops instead of
raw videos, which results in an extra performance drop, as
our pre-processing pipeline is different. Nevertheless, our
network demonstrates competitive performance even un-
der different pre-processing variations, and surpasses meth-
ods that require deepfake videos from FF++ in combination
with pseudo-fake samples [4, 20, 33]. It is also worth noting
that we achieve the best generalization results without using
any special network architecture or complicated multi-task
framework optimized for deepfake detection, as other meth-
ods [12, 23, 39]. Existing approaches in the literature can
be easily combined with our training data to achieve further
improvements.

Note also that some methods [36, 38, 39] use metrics
computed from test datasets to select the best perform-
ing model following the DeepfakeBench codebase”, which
yields over-optimistic results. Still, we also surpass their re-
sults despite using videos from the FF++ validation subset
to perform the model selection.

*https://github.com/SCLBD/DeepfakeBench

binations of pseudo-fake generation methods. First row shows
the results of a baseline model trained with original fakes from
FF++ [27].

Spatial ~ Temporal CDF DFD DFDCP  WDF DFo Avg.
X X 85.16  87.70 79.44 72.63  99.18  87.30
v X 93.75 8732 91.34 81.76 7512  85.77
X v 6476 99.13 76.63 72.15 9821  82.18
v v 90.10  97.05 90.84 81.80 9779 91.52

4.2 Ablation analysis

Here we report the results obtained with the ViT-B configu-
ration for the MARLIN encoder, unless otherwise specified.
Combination of spatial and temporal pseudo-fakes.
Tab. 2 shows the results of the network trained with dif-
ferent combinations of pseudo-fake generation techniques.
The first row shows the results of a baseline model trained
on the original fake videos from FF++. Then, we can see
how a model trained on individual pseudo-fake generation
techniques (i.e., spatial or temporal) only performs ade-
quately on a subset of testing datasets, but achieves a worse
average result compared to the baseline, as the network is
only aware of a particular manipulation modality. However,
when we combine spatial and temporal pseudo-fakes, we
obtain the model with the best generalization performance,
increasing the average AUC score from the baseline model
by more than 4 points.

These results also showcase the different degrees of spa-
tial and temporal clues introduced by each dataset. For
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Figure 4. Visualization of subtle temporal artifacts introduced by our method (bottom row) compared to the facial movement of the
corresponding real sequence (top row), extracted from pristine videos of the FF++ dataset [27].

Table 3. Comparison between different approaches for introducing
temporal artifacts. All networks are trained with a combination of
spatial and temporal artifacts.

Temporal artifacts CDF DFD DFDCP  WDF DFo Avg.

Spatial baseline 9375 8732 91.34 81.76  75.12  85.77
Noise (iid) 93.19  91.04 88.21 81.18 8843 8841
Noise (multivariate) ~ 93.98  90.61 90.88 83.16 8746  89.22
LPN 90.10  97.05 90.84 81.80  97.79  91.52

example, we can see how fake videos in CDF or DFDCP
can be easily identified by their spatial artifacts, but videos
in DFD or DFo are more dominated by temporal artifacts.
In particular, we achieve a SOTA result of 99.13% AUC
on DFD when training only with our proposed temporal
pseudo-fake samples.

Comparison between different methods for introducing
temporal artifacts. To validate the importance of the LPN,
we test other analytical approaches by directly manipulating
landmark coordinates with subtle Gaussian noise. We de-
signed two variants: noise sampled independently for each
landmark, and multivariate noise that considers the corre-
lation between different facial regions in temporal artifacts
caused by deepfake videos (as shown in Fig. 5a). The ma-
nipulated sequence then undergoes the usual region sam-
pling and face morphing modules depicted in Fig. 2. Tab. 3
shows the results of the network trained on a combination
of spatial artifacts and this modified version of our method.

As the results show, the best generalization performance
is achieved when we use the LPN, demonstrating that the
artifacts introduced by the network are more semantically
rich and essential to reliably identify deepfake videos. As
shown in Tab. 2, DFD and DFo are the datasets that bet-
ter represent the importance of temporal pseudo-fakes, as
spatial clues are not as useful as in other datasets for our
video-level detector. When we use our network to generate
temporal artifacts, we improve the AUC results by 7 points
on DFD and 9 points on DFo compared to the alternative
simple and multivariate noise-based approaches.

Furthermore, we show several examples of the tempo-
ral artifacts introduced by our method in Fig. 4. Not only
does it generate new movements not present in the original
videos, but it is also able to introduce kinematic inconsis-
tencies in a manner similar to the example shown in Fig. 1,
as exemplified in the first and third columns of Fig. 4. To
the best of our knowledge, this phenomenon cannot be re-
produced by any approach in the current literature.
Comparison with other video-level pseudo-fake genera-
tion methods. Tab. 4 shows a comparison of our method
with other SOTA pseudo-fake video generators, in combi-
nation with spatial artifacts. On average, our method is able
to introduce more generalizable temporal artifacts.

CBI [33] is prone to introduce unrealistic temporal ar-
tifacts, yielding poor results on datasets oriented towards
this type of manipulations (e.g., DFD and DFo). VB [39]
performs random affine transformations to the inner part of
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Figure 5. Correlation matrices of the temporal artifacts caused by different landmarks extracted from deepfake videos (a) and temporal
pseudo-fake generators (b, ¢). Landmark indices correspond to the common definition of Multi-PIE [9].

Table 4. Comparison between different temporal pseudo-fake gen-
eration methods. All networks are trained with a combination of
spatial and the corresponding temporal pseudo-fakes. Note that
neither [33, 39] provide code, so we tested our implementation.

Method CDF DFD DFDCP WDF DFo Avg.

CBI (MARLIN ViT-B)  94.68  86.66 89.75 79.17  76.18  85.29
VB (MARLIN ViT-B)  91.80  95.18 87.37 8242 9541 90.44
KiMol (ours) 90.10  97.05 90.84 81.80 97.79 91.52

Table 5. Video-level AUCT (%, top) and EER| (%, bottom) results
for different backbone configurations of the MARLIN encoder [2].

Backbone Parameters CDF DFD DFDCP WDF DFo Avg.

ViT-B 86.2M 90.10  97.05 90.84 81.80 97.79 91.52
ViT-L 303.9M 94.74 97.04 93.89 83.52 9847 93.53
ViT-B 86.2M 1775  9.76 18.88 27.17 643  16.00
ViT-L 303.9M 1140 797 13.73 2593 214 12.23

the face for each frame independently, which is a better ap-
proximation than the previous method, but still is not able
to accurately model complex temporal artifacts, as demon-
strated by the results on DFD and DFo, where our method
outperforms VB by approximately 2 points.

Our data-driven approach achieves the best generaliza-
tion performance and provides a flexible framework to im-
prove the quality of pseudo-fake videos used to train the
network. Furthermore, Fig. 5 shows the correlation matri-
ces of the temporal artifacts generated by VB and our ap-
proach, compared to the correlation found on actual deep-
fake videos. As the figures illustrate, the correlations pro-
duced by VB exhibit a highly structured pattern. This is
a direct consequence of its use of holistic affine transfor-
mations, which model facial regions as rigid units. In con-
trast, our approach generates a correlation matrix that more
closely resembles the one produced by genuine deepfakes.

Comparison between different model sizes. To demon-

strate the scalability of our method, we train medium and
large-sized versions of the MARLIN encoder, and obtain a
performance improvement with the larger model across all
test datasets, despite the limited size of the training dataset
and the lack of regularization techniques other than data
augmentation (see Tab. 5). As our approach only needs real
videos to train, gathering large amounts of data to train a
deepfake detection model for its use in real world scenarios
becomes significantly easier, and the generic artifacts intro-
duced by our method make the detector more resistant to
overfitting to particular deepfake generation techniques.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we presented a novel technique for generating
pseudo-fake videos with subtle, generic temporal artifacts.
This allowed us to train a deepfake video detection network
that is not dependent on any original fake samples for its
training. Empirically, it achieves a new state-of-the-art in
generalization across a combination of popular deepfake de-
tection benchmarks. We demonstrated that our synthesis
approach provides more robust and transferable temporal
clues than comparable methods in the literature.

The flexibility of our framework opens up future re-
search avenues to learn interpretable deformation modes
that produce semantically rich synthetic data. Furthermore,
by allowing for the targeted manipulation of specific facial
regions during training, we may also significantly improve
the interpretability of a detector’s final decision.

In conclusion, our work establishes a new paradigm for
data-driven temporal artifact synthesis, providing a robust
foundation for the next generation of generalizable face
forgery detection methods.
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